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LETTER OF SUBMITTAL 





ApRIL 19, 1957. 
To Members of the Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs: 


At the direction of Senator Anderson, chairman of the Subcommittee 
on Irrigation and Reclamation, committee staff members on March 
22, 1957, conferred with representatives of the Bureau of the Budget 
and the Department of the Interior on pending “small projects’ 
bills. A summary of the results of this conference, together with 
related information on the subject, is attached for the attention of 
our colleagues. 

Senator Anderson has placed the small-projects legislation on the 
agenda for a meeting of his subcommittee on Monday, April 29. 
The agenda includes the Senate bills designed to meet the President’s 
objections to Public Law 984, 84th Congress, and H. R. 2146, passed 
by the House, on the same subject, as well as Senator Douglas’ 
S. 1425, which would apply the reclamation acreage-limitation pro- 
visions to contracts under Public Law 984. 

The attached staff memorandum on the conference with repre- 
sentatives of the executive departments is self-explanatory and is 
circulated for the information of the members of the committee. 

JAMES E. Murray, Chairman. 

I concur: 

Ciinton P. ANDERSON, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Irrigation and Reclamation. 


Itt 








MEMORANDUM 





Notes RrGARDING PrRroposED AMENDMENTS TO THE SMALL 
RECLAMATION Prosects Act (PusLic Law 984, 84TH ConGa.) 


Present section 4 (ec) 

The Small Reclamation Projects Act of 1956 (Public Law 984, 84th 
Cong.), includes provision for streamlined congressional clearance. 
Section 4 (c) provides, in substance, that the contract with the water- 
users organization shall be executed by the Secretary of the Interior 
only after lapse of 60 days from the time that the project proposal 
has been submitted to the Congress, and then only if neither the 
Senate nor the House Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs has 
disapproved the proposal; there also is provision to speed up the 
waiting period by affirmative approval resolution of both committees 
prior to expiration of the 60-day period. 

Presidential objection 

In approving Public Law 984 on August 6, 1956, the President ob- 
jected to the clearance procedure of section 4 (c) for two reasons. The 
first reason stated is that the disapproval function of the committees 
may be considered to be an unconstitutional delegation to com- 
mittees of a legislative function that may be exercised only by the 
Congress as a whole. The second reason stated by the President is 
that the disapproval function of the committees might be considered 
to be an unconstitutional legislative interference with Executive action 
taken pursuant to law, namely the execution of contracts. The 
President’s statement relative to the Small Reclamation Projects Act 
is appended as exhibit 1. 


Staff conference 


At the conclusion of the March 13, 1957, meeting of the Subcom- 
mittee on Irrigation and Reclamation, the chairman (Senator Ander- 
son) directed the committee staff to confer with representatives of the 
Bureau of the Budget and the Department of the Interior with a view 
to clarifying the specific features of Public Law 984, 84th Congress 
that are unsatisfactory to the President, their relation to the several 
proposed amendments pending before the subcommittee, and to 
previous actions of the Congress. 

A staff conference was held on March 22, 1957, with Mr. Sam 
Hughes representing the Bureau of the Budget and Mr. T. Richard 
Witmer representing the Interior Department; Mr. Sidney L. 
McFarland, of the House Interior Committee, participating along 
with Messrs. Lineweaver, Nelson, and Eaton of the Senate committee 
staff. 

The attached notes summarize the significant discussion. Letters 
from the Bureau of the Budget and the Department of the Interior 
are attached as exhibits 2 and 3, respectively. 
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Senator Watkins’ bill would amend section 4 (c) to provide that 
before the Secretary executes a contract with the water users’ organi- 
zation there shall be a 60-day waiting period, during which the 
project proposal lies before the Congress. This amendment elimi- 
nates delegation to the committees of the disapproval and speedup 
functions. If disapproval of a proposed project were desired, regular 
legislative action would be required. 


S. 362 


This bill, by Senators Barrett and O’Mahoney, would amend section 
4 (c) to require that before the Secretary executes a contract, con- 
gressional authorization would be required for projects in excess of 
$500,000, and for projects to which there has been objection by any 
affected State (the Secretary would be required to afford opportunity 
for comment by the applicant organization, as well as by the affected 
States). There would be no congressional clearance required for 
projects which do not cost in excess of $500,000 and to which there 
has not been objection by an affected State. 
S. 517 

This bill, by Senators Bible and Malone, would amend section 4 (c) 
to require that appropriations for a small reclamation project may 
not be made without affirmative approval of the project proposal by 
the Senate and House Interior and Insular Affairs Committees. No 
waiting period is required, This amendment substitutes restriction 
on appropriations in place of restriction on execution of contracts. 
There is no time limitation on how soon the committees may provide 
affirmative approval. ‘This is substantially the same procedure that 
applies for projects under the Watershed Protection and Flood Pre- 
vention Act (Public Law 1018, 84th Cong.). 
HH. R. 2146 

Mr. Engle’s bill, as amended, was passed by the House on April | 
1957. It would amend section 4 (c) to require that no nc 
may be made for a small reclamation project until after lapse of 60 
— from the time that the project proposal has been submitted 
the Congress, and then only if neither the Senate nor the House Interior 
Committees disapprove the project proposal during the 60 days. 
In the absence of a committee disapproval within the 60-day period, 
the project would be cleared for appropriation. here is no speedup 
provision to shorten the 60-day waiting period. 
S. 2442, 84th Congress 

T S small reclamation project bill that was reported by the Senate 
Interior Committee in the 84th Congress (S. 2442) would have re- 
quired congressional authorization of projects estimated to cost in 
excess of $500,000 or to which there has been objection by an affected 
State; except that State clearance of projects solely for rehabilitation 
and betterment of an existing project would be limite d to the State or 
States in which such project would be located. This is generally 
similar to S. 362 now before the committee. 


Congre ssional committee clearance precede nts 


(a) The Rehabilitation and Betterment Act (63 Stat. 724; 64 Stat. 
11) provides that expenditures for rehabilitation and betterment of 
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reclamation projects may be made only after the Senate and House 
Interior Committees have had for 60 days, and have not disapproved, 
the repayment arrangements proposed to be made by the Secretary of 
the Interior; there being provided also a speedup procedure by which 
projects may be cleared sooner than 60 days by affirmative approval 
resolutions of both the Senate and House Interior Committees. 

(6) Public Law 1018, 84th Congress, revised the congressional clear- 
ance procedure for projects under ‘the Watershed Protection and Flood 
Prevention Act (Public Law 566, 83d Cong.). The procedure now 
requires that, before appropriation is made for a project involving 
Federal contribution in excess of $250,000, there must be affirmative 
action of appropriate legislative committees of the Congress. No 
waiting period is required. Public Law 1018 specifies the appropri- 
ate reference to the Committees on Agriculture or Public Works ac- 
cording to the size of the impoundments involved. No comment on 
this procedure was made by the President when he approved Public 
Law 1018 on the day after his adverse comment on the proc ‘edure for 
congressional clearance provided in the Small Reclamation Projects 
Act. The pertinent portion of Public Law 1018 is as follows: 

Sec. 2. * * * No appropriation shall be made for any plan involving an 
estimated Federal contribution to construction costs in excess of $250,000, or 
which includes any structure which provides more than twenty-five hundred 
acre-feet of total capacity unless such plan has been approved by resolutions 
adopted by the appropriate committees of the Senate and House of Representa- 
tives: Provided, =e 

No clearance is required for projects involving lesser Federal 
contribution. 

(c) The Lease-Purchase Act (68 Stat. 519) requires that prior to 
appropriation for lease-purchase of a public building there must be 
approval of the proposal by the Senate and House Committees on 
Public Works. 

(7d) The Defense Public Works Appropriation Act of 1955 (69 
Stat. 321, sec. 638) provides that no work theretofore regularly 
performed by the Military Establishment may be disposed for per- 
formance by others until after the proposal for such alternative 
arrangement has lain for 90 days before the Senate and House Appro- 
priations Committees, or if either committee has disapproved it. 


Inte rior Ti partment comments 
Acting Secretary of the Interior Chilson’s letter of March 1, 1957 


(exhibit 3), indicates the following order of preference for amendment: 

1. Elimination of all of the portion of section 4 (ec) that pro- 
vides for the 60-day waiting period and for committee disapproval 
of proposed contracts. 

2. Less desirable but meeting the President’s objections would 
be S. 340. 

3. 5S. 517 is considered by the Department to be less workable 
than S. 340. 

The Department considers S. 362 to involve unnecessary 
saainlara tee in distinguishing between projects costing less than 
$500,000 and those costing more than that sum. 

Comments of the Department of the Interior and the Bureau of 
the Budget relative to H. R. 2146 are in aecord with their comments 
summarized above with respect to the pending Senate bills. These 
comments on H. R. 2146 are expressed in the letter of January 22, 
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1957, from Assistant Secretary Aandahl to the Honorable Clair 
Engle, and the letter of January 25, 1957, from Assistant Director of 
the Bureau of the Budget, Roger W. Jones, to the Secretary of the 
Interior. These letters are attached as exhibits 4 and 5, respectively. 
Bureau of the Budget comment 

By letter of March 5, 1957 (exhibit 2), Bureau of the Budget Direc- 
tor Brundage advises that none of the three Senate bills ‘approaches 
the problem in a clearcut manner.’”’ He prefers elimination of all 
section 4 (c) except authorization to the Secretary to negotiate and 
execute contracts after ee certain findings as to risk and financial 
feasibility. He suggests that Congress might wish to require suitable 
periodic reports of accomplishme nts under the program as a means of 
reviewing progress or the need for amendments. 

Director Brundage states that S. 340 comes closest to the type of 
amendment recommended, but its 60-day wailing period may cause 
delays to applicant organizations. He states that he believes that 
S. 362 would meet the President’s principal objections to section 4 (c) 
but he questions the need for individual authorizations by Congress. 
He considers S. 517 the most cumbersome of the three bills. 


Excess land limitations 

Public Law 984, section 5 (c), requires that repayment by the water- 
users’ organization shall include interest on the pro rata share of the 
loan attributable to furnishing irrigation benefits in each year to the 
lands in one ownership that are in excess of 160 irrigable acres. This 
provision is identical with the bill (S. 2442) as it had been reported by 
the Senate Interior Committee (as well as substantially similar to 
H. R. 5881 as it was passed by the House). On the floor of the 
Senate amendments were agreed to that required (a) such interest 
charges with respect to excess lands on existing projects, and (6) the 
standard acreage limitations of the 1926 act with respect to new 
projects or new units. As passed by the Senate, H. R. 5881 therefore 
included section 5 (g) as follows: 

Sec. 5. Any contract authorized to be negotiated under the provisions of sub- 
section (c) of section 4 of this title shall set out, among other things * * * (g) 
provisions conforming to the excess land requirements set forth in the third 
sentence of section 46 of the Act of May 25, 1926 (44 Stat. 649), if the new project 
or unit of a new project furnishes irrigation service; * * * 

In the conference, agreement was to eliminate the distinction, and 
to make interest charges applicable to excess lands on new projects 
as — as on existing projects. 

. 1425, by Senators Douglas, Morse, and Neuberger, would amend 
section 5 of the Small Reclamation Projects Act to require that con- 
tracts with waterusers’ organizations include the standard acreage 
limitation provisions of the 1926 act (without distinction as to existing 
projec ts or new projects). 

The applicable provisions of the 1926 act are as follows: 


* * * 


Such contract or contracts with irrigation districts hereinbefore referred 
to shall further provide that all irrigable land held in private ownership by any 
one owner in excess of one hundred and sixty irrigable acres shall be appraised 
in a manner to be prescribed by the Secretary of the Interior and the sale prices 
thereof fixed by the Secretary on the basis of its actual bona fide value at the date 
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of appraisal without reference to the proposed construction of the irrigation 
works; and that no such excess lands so held shall receive water from any project 
or division if the owners thereof shall refuse to execute valid recordable contracts 
for the sale of such lands under terms and conditions satisfactory to the Secretary 
of the Interior and at prices not to exceed those fixed by the Secretary of the 
Interior; and that until one-half the construetion charges against said lands shall 
have been fully paid no sale of any such lands shall carry the right to receive 
water unless and until the purchase price involved in such sale is approved by 
the Secretary of the Interior and that upon proof of fraudulent representation as 
to the true consideration involved in such sales the Secretary of the Interior is 
authorized to cancel the water right attaching to the land involved in such fraud- 
ulent sales: 








EXHIBITS 


EXxuHisiT | 


Tue Wuite Houses, 
August 6, 1956, 
STATEMENT BY THE PRESIDENT 


I have approved H. R. 5881, to supplement the Federal reclamation laws bv 
providing for Federal cooperation in non-Federal projects and for participation 
by non-Federal agencies in Federal projects. 

The bill authorizes the Secretary of the Interior to contract with States, irriga- 
tion districts, water users’ associations, and other eligible organizations within the 
17 western reclamation States for the purpose of assisting such organizations in 
the construction of small reclamation projects. The Federal assistance would 
be in the form of grants and loans within the limitations prescribed by the bill 

I have approved this bill only because the Congress is not in session to receive 
and act upon a veto message and because I have been assured that the committees 
which handled the bill in the Congress will take action to correct its deficiencies 
early in the next session. Specifically, a provision found in section 4 (c) is seriously 
faulty. The section provides that: 

“* * * no such contract shall be executed by the Secretary prior to sixty 
calendar days * * * from the date on which the project proposal has been 
submitted to both branches of the Congress for consideration by the appropriate 
committees thereof, and then only if neither such committee, by committee 
resolution and notification in writing to the Secretary, disapproves the project 
proposal within such period: Provided, That if both such committees, in the same 
manner and prior to the expiration of such period, approve the project proposal, 
then the Secretary may proceed to execute the contract: Provided further, That in 
the event either committee disapproves the project proposal, the Secretary shall 
not proceed further unless the Congress has approved the same.”’ 

This language would thus require, before a project negotiated under the act is 
allowed finality, a further act by the legislature. The action required can be 
viewed as either a legislative act or an executive act. However construed, con- 
stitutional defects are inherent. Viewed as requiring a further legislative act, 
the section is open to the objection that it involves an unlawful delegation by the 
Congress to its committees of a legislative function which the constitution con- 
templates the Congress itself, as an entity, should exercise. 

If the further act is considered as not legislative in nature, then there is involved 
what appears to be an unconstitutional infringement of the separation of powers 
prescribed in articles I and II of the Constitution. I do not believe that the 
Congress can validly delegate to one of its committees the power to prevent 
executive actions taken pursuant to law. To doso in this case would be to divide 
the responsibility for administering the program between the Secretary of the 
Interior and the designated committees. Such a procedure would be a clear viola- 
tion of the separation of powers within the Government and would destroy the 
lines of responsibility which the Constitution provides. 

Furthermore, the negotiation and execution of a contract is a purely executive 
function. Although the Congress may prescribe the standards and conditions 
under which executive officials may enter into contracts, it may not lodge in its 
committees or members the power to make such contracts, either directly or by 
giving them the power to approve or disapprove a contract which an executive 
officer proposes to make. 

I believe it to be my duty to uphold the constitutional principle that only the 
Congress can make the laws and only the executive branch can administer them. 
I am certain that there is little disagreement with this proposition and I have been 
assured that the purpose of the Congress in approving section 4 (ec) was to facilitate 
legislative oversight of a new program. Fortunately, that objective can be 
attained through well-tested procedures fully compatible with our system of 
government; for example, the Congress may require the Secretary of the Interior 
to submit such reports as it may find of value in carrying on its legislative functions. 


6 
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Because of the general merit of this measure, I am approving it. The Secretary 
of the Interior will review project proposals received by the Department and will 
prepare to take action as soon as appropriations are made to implement the bill 
and section 4 (c) has been removed or revised. If the Congress will act promptly 
after it convenes in January, there need be no delay in starting this program. 





EXHIBIT 2 


EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT, 
BUREAU OF THE BUDGET, 
Washington, D. C., March 5, 1957. 
Hon. JAMES E. Murray, 
Chairman, Committee on Interior and Insular A ffairs, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 


My Dear Mr. CuHarrMan: This will acknowledge your letter of January 14 
1957, inviting the Bureau of the Budget to comment on 8. 340, 8. 362, and 8. 517 
bills to amend the Small Reclamation Projects Act of 1956. 

The purpose of these bills is to revise section 4 (ce) of the act of August 6, 1956, 
so as to meet the objections noted by the President in a statement issued at the 
time he approved the measure. As you know, the President stated that section 
4 (c) of the act, which empowered committees of the Congress to disapprove 
projects proposed by the Secretary of the Interior, was so faulty that he would 
have vetoed the measure had the Congress been in session. As it was, the Presi- 
dent approved the legislation only because he had been assured that the commit- 
tees which had handled the bill would take action to remove or revise the defective 
provisions early in the 85th Congress. 

The President objected to section 4 (c) on the grounds that it constituted a 
“clear violation of the separation of powers” and would tend to “destroy the clear 
lines of responsibility which the Constitution provides.” He suggested that 
procedures compatible with our system of government, such as the submission 
of appropriate reports by the Secretary of the Interior, be used to facilitate the 
legislative oversight desired by the Congress. 

The Bureau of the Budget is of the view that none of the three bills under con- 
sideration by the committee approaches the problem in a clear-cut manner. It 
would be preferable for all the language of section 4 (ce) to be stricken except for 
the clause authorizing the Secretary of the Interior to negotiate and execute 
contracts with applicant organizations after making certain findings as to risk 
and financial feasibility. New language could then be inserted requiring the 
submission to the Congress of suitable periodic reports of accomplishments under 
the program. The Congress would thus be supplied with information of value to 
it in reviewing progress and in enacting any amendments which experience 
proved to be desirable. This could be done without the Congress becoming 
involved in the burdensome task of considering the merits of individual projects 
and without obscuring the responsibility of the Secretary of the Interior for the 
execution of the law. 

Of the three bills discussed in this report, 5. 340 comes the closest to the type of 
amendment recommended above. However, the prohibition against the execu- 
tion of contracts prior to 60 calendar days (while Congress is in session) from the 
date of the submittal of project proposals may cause delays and inconvenience to 
applicant organizations. Last vear a comparable provision of the Watershed 
Protection and Flood Prevention Act (Publie Law 566, 83d Cong.) was amended 


’ 


to shorten the waiting period from 45 to 15 days to reduce delays in the starting 
of projects. (See 8. Rept. 2509, 84th Cong., 2d sess., for an explanation of that 


amendment. 

S. 362 would require specifie authorizing legislation for each project objected 
to by an affected State or estimated to cost more than $500,000. Smaller projects 
which did not encounter formal State objections could be approved by the Secre- 
tary of the Interior under the general standards of the existing act. The Bureau 
of the Budget believes that S. 362 would meet the President’s principal objections 


to the original language of section 4 (ec). Individual authorization of projects 
has often been practiced by the Congress in connection with public-works and 


water-resources programs; but the question arises as to whether this program, 
concerned as it is with small projects, requires this approach. It would seem to 
is that the Congress can adequately assure adherence to the objectives of the 
legislation without undertaking to authorize or approve individual projects. 
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S. 517 would prohibit appropriations for financial participation in proposed 
projects until they have been approved by resolutions of the House and Senate 
Committees on Interior and Insular Affairs. We believe that of the three biils 
discussed in this report, 8. 517 would be the most cumbersome, because it would 
impose on the committees the obligation of considering and acting upon each 
project, however small, before the funds required for Federal financial assistance 
could be appropriated. The committees would thus assume a direct responsi- 
bilitv for the soundness of each project, and the conscientious discharge of that 
responsibility would impose a heavy burden on them and their staffs. 

In summary, the Bureau of the Budget recommends the deletion of the objec- 
tionable portions of section 4 (ec) and the substitution of a requirement for annual 
or other periodic reports of progress under the program. SS. 340 and 8S. 362, while 
less desirable than this approach, would significantly improve the present law. 
The Bureau believes 8. 517 would prove cumbersome, and would tend to divide 
and confuse responsibility for administering the program. 

Sincerely vours, 
PercivaAL Brunpaae, Director. 


EXHIBIT 3 


DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 
Washington, D. C., March 1, 1957. 
Hon. JAMES I. Murray, 
Chairman, Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
United States Senate, Washington, i al 


Dear SENATOR Murray: A report has been requested from this Department on 
S. 340, S$. 362, and 8. 517, all of which are bills to amend section 4, subsection (c), 
of the Small Reclamation Projects Act of 1956. 

The effect of enactment of 8. 340 would be to strike from the Small Projects Act 
that portion of section 4 (c) which provides, in substance, that a proposal by this 
Department for the making of a loan or grant under the act shall not become 
effective if, within 60 days from the time of its transmission to the Congress, it is 
disapproved by the Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs of either the House 
or the Senate. The bill, however, would not disturb the 60-day waiting period 
itself. 

S. 362, if enacted, would substitute for the provision of S. 340 just outlined 
language to the effect that every project proposal shall require authorization by 
the Congress unless its estimated cost is less than $500,000 and there has been no 
objection from any State reviewing it under the Flood Control Act of 1944 or 
under the Small Projects Act itself. 8S. 362 would also add a provision that “prior 
to the submission of any project proposal [to the Congress] the Secretary shall 
afford the applicant organization an opportunity to comment in writing on the 
eonclusions and recommendations of the Secretary with respect to the project 
proposal and such written comment of the applicant organization shall be included 
in the matter submitted to the Congress.”’ 

S. 517’s proposal is that the Small Projects Act be amended by substituting for 
the 60-day review period and the matter which follows it in the present law a 
legislative prohibition against the making of appropriations for financial participa- 
tion by the Federal Government in any project until the project has been approved 
by resolutions of the two Interior and Insular Affairs Committees. 

All of us are aware, to greater or less degree, of the factors that went into the 
making of the law as it now stands on the books. One important factor was 
the problem of deciding between or reconciling the views of those who favored 
complete legislative authorization for each and every proposal that will be made 
under the Small Projects Act and of those who favored abbreviating the process 
to the point where the act would, so to speak, itself authorize the undertaking 
of these projects. Another important factor was that of deciding how and to 
what degree the “legislative oversight’? functions of your and the House com- 
mittees should be exercised. 

The language finally enacted raised serious constitutional questions in the 
President’s mind. His statement of August 6, 1956, of course, speaks for itself. 
Although it must be considered in full, it can perhaps be summarized by quoting 
this paragraph from it: 

“T believe it to be my duty to uphold the constitutional principle that only 
the Congress can make the laws and only the exeeutive branch can administer 
them. T am certain that there is little disagreement with this proposition and 
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I have been assured that the purpose of the Congress in approving section 4 (c) 
was to facilitate legislative oversight of a new program. Fortunately, that ob- 
jective can be attained through well tested procedures fully compatible with our 
system of government; for example, the Congress may require the Secretary of 
the Interior to submit such reports as it may find of value in carrying on its 
legislative functions.” 

The question before your committee is what sort of measure will comply with 
the President’s views, since all of us—both you and we—are interested in getting 
operations under the Small Projects Act underway. 

The clearest, cleanest and surest way of meeting the President’s objections 
would be to eliminate all that portion of section 4 (¢) which provides for a 60-day 
layover period and for the vetoing of proposed contracts under the act by either 
of the 2 committees during that period. In view of the President’s message, 
this is the Interior Department’s first choice. 

Next in line as an alternative is the proposal contained in 8. 340. This bill 
though much less desirable than a complete striking of the language in question, 
would meet the objections stated in the President’s message. 

As between it and 8. 517, a choice based on their relative workability would 
appear to favor 8.340. Since, however, this is a matter primarily concerning work- 
ing arrangements within the Congress, we do not care to comment on it in detail. 

The division of smal! projects into two classes which 8. 362 would effeet—i. e., 
those the cost of which is more than $500,000, and those the cost of which is 
$500,000 or less—appears to us to be an unnecessary complication. In view of 
the fact that all proposals that will come under the basic act are, relatively speak- 
ing, quite small, we do not recommend that they be further broken down into 
two classes with full affirmative congressional action requested for all in the 
over-$500,000 class. 

The Bureau of the Budget has advised that there would be no objection to the 
submission of this report to your committee. 

Sincerely yours, 
HATFIELD CHILSON, 
Acting Secretary of the Interior. 


EXHIBIT 4 


DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 
Washington, D. C., January 22, 1957. 


ww, 


Hon. Ciair ENGLE, 
Chairman, Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 

My Dear Mr. ENGLE: In your letter of November 21, you asked for my views 
on a draft of amendment to the Small Reclamation Projects Act of 1956 (Public 
Law 984, 84th Cong.) which was enclosed with your letter. 

We have given the matter serious consideration and, while we recognize the 
improvement which your language represents over that in the present law, have 
concluded that the cleanest way of meeting the problem would be to strike the 
language to which the President objected. <A draft of bill along this line is enclosed 
for your consideration. This approach, we believe, will not hamper the proper 
legislative oversight which the Congress may exercise. 

Sincerely yours, 
Frep G. AANDAHL, 
Assistant Secretary of the Interior. 


EXHIBIT 5 


EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT, 
BUREAU OF THE BUDGET, 
Washington 25, D. C., January 25, 1957. 
The honorable the SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR. 


My Drar Mr. Secretary: This will confirm advice given Mr. Stevens by 
telephone regarding the testimony the Department is presenting to the House 
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs regarding H. R. 2146. 
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The Bureau of the Budget concurs in the view of the Department of the Interior 
that the elimination of all that portion of section 4 (¢), which provides for a wait- 
ing period and for the vetoing of proposed contracts by either of the two com- 
mittees, would be the clearest and surest way of meeting the President’s objections 
to the original language of the Small Reclamation Projects Act. If, however, the 
committee believes that the Congress should have an opportunity to consider 
proposed projects prior to the execution of the contraets by the Secretary of the 
Interior, this objective could be met most satisfactorily by the procedure con- 
templated by 8. 340. Under that bill the Secretary would be required to submit 
project proposals to the Congress 60 days prior to executing contracts with the 
applicant organization. In our judgment the procedure prescribed in H. R. 
2146, which requires affirmative approval by regulation of the two committees 
prior to the making of appropriations for small reclamation projects, might prove 
cumbersome. 

Sincerely yours, 
Rocer W. JoNgs, 
Assistant Director for Legislative Reference. 
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